human sciences have entered their posthumanist moment and want to talk about the agency of trees and wolves. Many ecologists are recognising that science is not enough and that we need a culture change in the way we use and manage resources 1 , just after culture has been declared dead (Castree 2004) . Doesn't the IPCC know that it should be talking about hybrids and networks rather than the dualisms of 'natural and human environments' (IPCC 2007: 2) ? Don't they realise the profound contradiction of the term 'human impact'; that it positions humans as outside the system under analysis, as outside nature, even as their evidence shows how deeply entangled humans are in the fabric of the earth and its processes? Are the science and humanities conversations about culture and ecology again passing like ships in the night? Hasn't the IPCC read Latour?
On the face of things then, the public debate is irretrievably framed in the enlightenment dualisms we have spent several decades dismantling. And we haven't yet found a public vocabulary for imbroglios and acts of translation. Or have we? The empirical material in recent cultural ecological contributions to the 'environmental borderlands' (Zimmerer 2007 ) is demonstrably rich and vibrant. It offers fresh and diverse challenges to any stale simple binary, even the apparently compromised one of 'cultural ecology' itself.
In this part of the world the term cultural ecology is rarely used as an identifier of subdisciplines or people, but the perspectives and subject matterhuman/environment relations across many scales, cultural dimensions of ecological change, nature/cultures -are a well developed part of the geographic enterprise. This is in no small measure due to the politically contested and intellectually fertile collision of a unique continental ecology, longstanding indigenous traditions of environmental engagement, and the diverse influences of later settler cultures (Trigger and Griffiths 2003, Anderson 2006) . In this report I consider aspects of the current 'terms of engagement' between the cultural and the ecological. Some of these conversations illustrate ships passing in the night, others show where enough traction is being gained for debate to occur. To the extent that they cohere it is around the problematic of the human -what they are, what they do.
II From impacts to agency
Our increased understanding of 'Man's Role in Changing the Face of the Earth' (Thomas 1956 ) is one of the key scientific achievements of the second half of the twentieth century. Geographers working within the cultural ecological tradition have made no small contribution to this achievement. Human activities now appropriate more than one third of the Earth's terrestrial ecosystem production, and between a third and a half of the land surface of the planet has been transformed by human development (Vitousek et al. 1997 The type of cultural landscape to which Plumwood directs her critique is explicitly the Sauerian one (p. 121) and the landscape concept that she focuses on is a passive one, framed visually (p. 123). To that extent she is critiquing a cultural landscape concept that would now be considered quite outdated in geography. Plumwood wants to recognize multiple and mixed agencies in ways that have been articulated in the social sciences under the umbrella of actor-network theory. 'This means that the outcome of any given landscape is at a minimum biocultural, a collaborative product that its multiple species and creative elements must be credited for' (p. 125). It is not this sentience that has been recognised in management regimes called 'cultural landscapes', but indigenous beliefs that terrains are sentient. The chain of care thus passes through humans in an apparently contradictory way. Nevertheless it would be counterproductive to argue that the solution is to dismantle a land management tool that has finally ceded albeit limited power to indigenous interests.
Similarly many would argue against too strong a critique of 'human impacts' just when George W. Bush might finally be getting it.
III From Other to Self
The ethnographic tradition and associated methodologies have always been important in cultural ecological frameworks. An important trend here is increasing interest in analysing cultures of the Self rather than the Other. In a North American context, where there is a long history of fieldwork in developing countries, Schroeder et al. 
IV Protected areas with people in them
To open a conversation space where humans in the first world can be conceptualised as a force for environmental good as well as destruction (Vos and Meekes 1999) is to continue the positive steps that have begun with the inclusion of people in protected areas in the developing world (Zimmerer 2006 ). This is not just an intellectual but a practical need. 
V What are the ecologists doing with the human?
Although ecology would in theory claim an holistic remit that includes humans as part of earth's biota, its usual practice has reinforced humans as different (Haila 1999 (Haila , 2000 , with anthropologists more likely to consider humans within an explicitly biogeographical perspective (Terrell 2006) . A recent contents analysis of mainstream conservation biology journals shows a continued focus on relatively 'intact' habitats, with few studies 'conducted entirely in areas under intense human pressure (agricultural landscapes, coastal and urban areas) ' (Fazey et al. 2005: 70) .
Changes can be seen as part of the so-called 'new ecology', or 'non-equilibrium' ecology, in which change and contingency rather than stability is the norm, and
'disturbances' such as fire and human actions are understood as internal to the system rather than external (Stott 1998 , Zimmerer and Young 1998 , Low 2003 , Wallington et al. 2005 . For example new journals such as Urban Ecosystems focus specifically on 'human' environments, acknowledging that: Within the growing field of urban ecology (Pickett et al. 2004 , Kark et al. 2007 ) there is emerging recognition that both urban ecosystems and the co-option of human actors are likely to be crucial to biodiversity conservation. For example urban areas harbour high levels of species diversity due to the richness and diversity of habitats (Niemela 1999) , although human management regimes may be a stronger factor (Pickett et al. 2001 , Thompson et al. 2003 . Rudd et al. (2002) showed that the optimal configuration of habitat networks in Greater Vancouver would need to include backyards. Savard et al. (2000) recognised the importance of private home-owners in relation to bird habitat. An interesting albeit small trend within ecological writings is that which addresses questions of social construction, for example in what constitutes a species (Hey 2006) and differential values placed on different types of endangered species (Czech et al. 1998 ).
VI Terms of engagement
As an intellectual container 'cultural ecology' is fraught with the same conceptual and ontological problems -what Anderson (2005: 280) calls 'the stale binaries' -that attend human impacts, cultural landscapes, indeed human and physical geographies.
Yet the rich, detailed and diverse empirical material in evidence at the moment contradicts this in the doing. So perhaps we should be confident that in the public conversations we shall be known best by our works. Our students will be most 
